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Separate Paging is given to this Part in older that if may he filed as 
a separate compilation 
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PART II- -Section 3 -Subsection fiii) 


« 

(wet ttsw tffrr sfemwf 5ft »V?*<) ^ f l tr sn'faifwf ski snfV fat? ntf sitsr aft* 3if«;*fwr 

Orders and Notifications issued by Central Authorities (other than Administrations of Union 

Territories) 


TO fatfa* arrsfa 

5=r| feRfr, 14 fkrpR, 1987 
.-wrkr 

7; 3Tr°3To 7:—<tfNR fan-iR’TWT % rtstt- 

rtrr ffrsrfsR % f^'^rr#, 1937 t f>7, i.0 7^r»rf^sr- 
rc rr f-Tr'm-sT^ kfarfar eff?r^T7r wtotT tit 
fW# c fT*"'T, trrrr ws*r fRftwyt, sfanr wk- 

t~. fa-TT fRfT, qfRR sfRtw 7r, WR?r ftrqfaq wra’R 
i itt tihw sfafafaef srfafcqR, 1951 TV sqm 1 o-r 

% 5ST#T RtT wM-RR RTT Rffa RTR JR fRPTV 

sm wkSR, 5RI R tim RfisTT TTR Sr 

rrr rgti % tort krT RTfa 9 19 87 

% ?TR7T ti° 76/SoTo-faofTo/87 RR fkfiR *iR 
faTT RTT'dT; 

sftr ^TcT *ft fn’-TTf TT^T % tnp .3RTRIR 'Tk 

*mr kefsr srrewfr af*R fRrRT TOfr^r rct srfo'T 

72 GI/ 88—1 


fkrr *rr wk fafa §-rt fkriRT rrt qrr kR 
RkR Tot Jr mtir wrrtrt % vtr fq ■ rt 
Tt wfkVfkr ftTfhrr TtfkTT.fSR; mim fkrr; 

'3fk, WRIT fktRT WPT>.T 7 kfT IRT RfeR 
fqrn qrr TT-TT fRRR faTf % kf TV err 

if r? Pttt i ; 


m: RT, “TIT wkffRJT # RRT 11 iJRT RRT 

urffR-rt rt r-tr tor fir wrtt faffar rrr 7 rt 
<rc wfsRTfqw farfR 71' srwftrw %<r^r ft wrT r 
^4fr 5TqftT W3T tit | sftr SRWfiR mfk 7 %tr RT# 
fiRfcrr 14 fkRk, 1987 ^ far tit 11 

[7 a qq 6 7/8 7 ] 


(23) 
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ELECTION COMMISSION OF INDIA 

New Delhi, the 14th December, 1987 

ORDER 

O.N. 7.—Whereas, Shri Nemai Porel of Village 
Madhya Santoshpur, P.O. South Santoshpur, District 
Howrah. West Bengal, a contesting candidate for the Gene¬ 
ral Election to the West Bengal Legislative Assembly, 1987 
from 167-J.agatbaIlavpur assembly constituency held in 
March. 1987. was' disqualified by the Election Commission 
of India vide its order No. 76|WB-LAi87 dated the 9th 
November, 1987, under section IOA of the Representation 
of the People Act,' 1951, for failure to lodge the account 
of election expenses as required by the said Act and Rules 
made thereunder ; 


all the relevant vouchers and requested for the removal 
of disqualification imposed upon him giving reasons for hi a 
failure to lodge the account of election expenses as re¬ 
quired by law; and 

And whereas, the Election Commission of India has taken 
into account the said representation and the account of 
election expenses filed by him;' 


Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
section 11 of the said Act, the Election Onamission of 
India has reduced the period of disqualification imposed 
upon him to the period of disqualification already suffered 
by him and remove die disqualification for the unexpired 
period with effect from the 14th December, 1987. 


And whereas,. the said - Shri. Nemai Porel had submitted 
a representation- and account of election expenses alongwith 

fff foefa, 7.nfa?V, 1938 
3TT^ST 


[No. WB-LAjl67!87] 


?IT* 8t—smrET TT nTRIFT fit WT | fa 97 ( 2 ) * ^ 

fafTC fffJET WT % TTrOTTai/t 3 ff-iWTT % farr .gft FTTVT (3) E fafafoR nfa 3 W TnT Tfa 

RfafaRjor srfafafa, 1951 ff*TT t#ei nrrt w famf ffm Tffff nnjfr % (s} - ^ ^ 

faffETT sqrtff T7T faff! fflfetT Ttt fa tmFrT To tT ’FT ^ ^ 

nffar sprfa t vwm far t; 

sitT ^tt ?r«rf*nff t tthpe Ejnrr far nt tt '+ft "3TT =m •HTHcd % far n fit faff THn ntfafart 

ffff fait t RT m% 8 TTT far ffC aTPTRTff TT, fffa farf fa, faffTT TTff % 'TRET ffanTT STEtfa T 7 W, OTTOET 
ft RUT I fa nt% ffTtl -3W SRfatTfrr % far. faff nffaff TPR *TT ^nfaffan fffa |i 

3rt: 3fsr,: frfanr nfar •jtff arfafaPT fat trrrr 10 -ffr % srnrrT fa fafa (*) $ fafa* 

fast sqfafffaf Tit TRTff % fafa lift TER % ffr fafa TER/faT TEiZT-STiT TV ’TTT TEffTT fasTET tfalT fa HOT 'ft 

inf fak fat fa fat nr nfa far nfar fa fffa far fat Tmfafa % fnr fntffav fafaff T'<n 1 1 


?ptTfao ffaq’rfar n ffanR 

■ 1 _ " ■ ~ ~ ~ ~ " •' ~‘“j 

e fafTT ffarrt fPHT % fat nsrm 

faffaff, 1985 


nrfat 


ffajTff FffT fffSffaff vist SVRgff 

TV TF iic. sftT TfiT TT ffTff 'TffT 



s-tfarr MlffaRPTEff wra 


2, TTtffo 


1 5, 


fat??rr m tht 


____ 5 

firfaff Rqt tt 
T ttfaisrr TTfatr 
fatnrti 


q 0 ■ffV-qTfar, 

fafTTI 




-wfr- 


22 -Tifa f5ToTVoT!To) ?ft flTRSraTff rnt, 
RTc' T'fVe n^farr, 
fan fitqTnfa, 
fa^TT 1 

2 s-Ttfar n mr, 

no fcmrtrm 

fawfarr, 

Tro 

fan fnrnr, fart i 






hk t pr =cr-T r? trrn 


[WFT II-3T8rf 3(iii)J 

1 2 3 

4- faerrr frtrrT % f<rp cAr-fr«rfaT, 21 o-*ht 
1984- 


New Delhi, the 7th January, 1988 
ORDER 

O.N. 8.—Whereas (he Election Commission >1 satisfied 
that each of the contesting candidates specified in column 
(4) ot the Table below at the General/Hye-elcction to the 
Bihar Legislative Assembly as specified in column :2) and 
held from the contitucney specified in column (7) ay .fins' 
his name has failod to lodge an account of his election ex¬ 
penses or failed to lodge the uccount within the time and/ 
or in the manner, as shown in column [5) of the said Table 
a* reqquired by the Representation of the People Act. 195! 
and the Rules made thereunder; 


IhdB/JfH ,J, I j,) L j 2i 


4 5 

m 7pr, frTiur ezpn tt 

tiro fjwpRT^r, Ytf gTfg^r 

TN ’ffTRffr, Ti?f ffiTr i I 

nFfT-PnlTm 
fqvTT-TTPT, fWTT I 

[f : o Te/tT^rr.ficopo/as] 

And u he rear the said candidatec have cithei not furnished 
any reason or explanation for the said failure even after 
due notice or- the Election Commission, after considering 
the representation., made by them, if any, is satisfied that 
they have no good teason or justification for the said laihuc; 


Now. ihereloie, in pursuance of nectiun 10A of the said 
Act, the Election Commission hereby declares the persons 
specified in column (4) of the Table below to be disquali¬ 
fied for being chosen as, and for being a member of either 
House of the Parliament or of the Legislative Assembly or 
Legislative Council of a StatelUnion Territory for a peri, d 
of 3 years from the date of this order. 


TABLE 

SI. Particulars of election S. No, and name 

No. of Assembly 

Constituency 

1. Genet al election ro Blhai 8~B2ttia!l 

Legislative Assembly, 1985 


2 . -do--- 22 -Shere (ST j 


3 . —To-- 25 -iJuravIi 


4. Bye-cluctiuu to Bihar 210-Mancr 

Legislative Assembly, 1%4 


mar 

arroflr’ o: —f-fTR-r m’nr *rr putum it 

inn % fa 198 5 n faMm fay ft tut %fap 
fna-Fn fymfam R fafarR vtjzt n oiiTpfafa 
Rvn fafaRT-rifr T farfah TIT Rt 

rffspr nmnt, faTifar unr iwf, faf ftrnr, faf-Pfrr, 


Naim ;it)J Address of 

Rea tons for dis¬ 

Contesting Candidate 

qualification 

Shri Vishwanath Praiad, 

Failed to lodge any 

Ghhg No. 2, 

account of'election 

Ward No. 15, 

Btttiab, West Chatnparan, 

Bihar. 

expanse j. 

Shfi Min PraUp Kara, 

V. &P.G., Lkdanga, 

Dual. (rapjgauj, 

Biliat. 

—do— 

Shri Snrndcr Kumar Rai, 

Vi 11. Tewari Tola Siktia, 

--do ■ 

P.O. Kha'vuspijr, 

Distt. Si wan 

Bihar. 

Shri Rafale! ra Rni, 
v - Hanumangani, 

P.O. Ch ami man, 

Sahpur P. S,„ 

Distt. Palr.a. 

Bihar. 

- -do 


[No. 7fi/BR.LA,'88J 


r ftr ■i^f.rfuV'-r .jfLfa*m, 1951 far Term ipr 

fdTnr jrr r 5 ^^ mfa fYn't! i jfai . f r =pit 41 
fafa f Tvtf n dinin’ far ?. 1 

?.fr- r ttct wi If nnnr ^wfap nrd t? m 
tpt % frn ur?ft »pr£TTTT m sit 

mfr fahr t # frrW'T Rfrfr tt pppm fa mu 
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| Fa eea «mr eae #pr % faq Ait aaRe 
are ifT etatFacA -r^rt; 

m: m FeaRe sriAtE eat eFjFaae # arrtr 
io-a % eaetw ir ? -ft YRpt ETRrYAf eeaa Yrtt 
¥ f[ eaa at fAE) tea/ea tea set at Faata 
eat eaat Faeta tFtae at e#t aY etY er fR 
% Far etYe sfr cTRtg- % eR aa # at-eeFe % 
f=TTT f^cffcr EIRE ATAT. I I 

[Y'o 76/RtFfAE/88] 

ORDER 

O.N: 9.—Whereas the Election Commission is satisfied 
that Shri Tenzing Gyatso, resident of village Dikchti, East 

3fl%t?T 


District, Sikkim, a contesting candidate for the General 
Election to Sikkim Legislative Assembly, 1985, from 
26-Tekdong Tintek assembly consituency in the State of 
Sikkim, has failed to lodge any accourlt of his election ex¬ 
penses as required by the Representation of the People Act, 
1951 and the Rules made thereunder; 

Anil whereas the said candidate has neither furnished any 
reason nor explanation for the said failure even after due 
notice and the Election Commission is satisfied that he has 
no good reason or justification for the said failure; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of section 10A of the said 
Act, the Election Commission hereby declares said Shri 
Tenzing Gyatso to be disqualified for being chosen as, and 
for being a member of either House of the Parliament or' 
of the Legislative Assembly or Legislative Council of a 
SfateiUnion Territory for a period of 3 years from the date 
of this order. 

[No. 76/SKM/88] 


ilTotTo 10:—RATAA ETAR, AT EATER ft J RT | % Yf% # ETTEY % TcRA ( 2 -) if TAT farftfoss 

qf?AA AT,A FaER EAT % EETTE IYaRr, 1987 % fvR AT ERA ( 3 ) A fAfYER fRTRR 8T5T % |AT |, ERA 

( 4 ) if EE% ARY fYfYfAR oTAUR E?Y ATEi AcAA 3f *AAf, ETA jrfYfYfsTcA 3rfYfTAT, 1951 EAT E#T AATR A 

fATET 3TTT eYRr EAE ETTAT % ERA ( 5 ) if TAT ARTE STR FaARR =AAT TIT TOT TEA' A 3R=RE 3f'R AAfEcr 

TYfY E AlRaE ERE A EEAE T<{T 

Ek EAT E*AfAAT Y E*AA ^EET RE ETY AT AT EAT EEREET % Rr AT El Rff ATTE AAAT ROTATE 
E^f Rat t AT EA% aRT fR AC[ ER7AR7 AT, aR' ATT f>, fAAR ATY % AAA7E RaRR ETATA AT Af ERTOR 
§7 mr | ftp EE% ATE 3W EEARET % fvR AT| AATAT ARE AT RTATReA Eff 

3te; ea, Rare etaR eae EfYfYAA At arc io~a % eeete a aYY aY etteY % era ( 4 ) Y RfARc^ 
saFrat at eea % fmt at eta % at Ret tra/ea era ste aY [aata eat eaat Rar. aRaa % eart at ate 

ER tfR % Ra eRe # ARTE E ER AA aJ ATETAfsr % FeIt fATf|A'ArfAA TETT 11 


etea't 


AioEo RATAAErFAAEA 

fAETA EAT fAAfAA-^A 
Al AE EtsAT 3flE ATE 

fdA N A ERA AT^" E«rAf AT 
ATE ER AET 

fATif AT AT ARE 

1 2 

3 

4 

5 

T ARTE A ATT FaER EAT AT 
fAAfAA. 1987 

ERRA 9 5-AERAR 

A7 ETRf[ fEf 

SToAo AR ETA 
eeRet, Feei-eet 2 4-ATAAT 
aRaE AATE 1 

fAATAA =AAf at" 
ETf Ef 

Effe'E A.tY if 
STEAE T# 1 

2. Aft 

96-qEARTA 

AT A'TRat ATE 

ETA TTAAT, AT 0 A .0 
©YdtEfTTT, FaET- 
EvR 24-ATEAT, 

(eF?ae aete) 

-Aft- . 

9* 

1 

-a) 

f 

9 7-fTTAr 
(W 0 AT 0 ) 

TIE ?EE ETAR, 

A 0 A 0 ATT ETA ARTE, 
A^TTEET, fAET-24-ATEAT, 

(Ao aete) 

-RA- 

4- -AfT- 

98-ER5raTEt 

(A 0 AT 0 ) 

EfEEff ATE, 

AT 0 A 0 EtTEtA TAEAT, 

>5 ' 

. fAET-Eri T- 2 4-ATEAT,. 

(Ao AETE) 

-Afr- 
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'[w«r 2 », 

1988pm 3, 1999 
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1 2 

3 

4 

5 

5. tfsfiq- ^TivT fratfi ffirr 

1987 . 

99-fiWR 

(?ro^To ) 

pjff TORRT 

STo'Uo afR uk 
fjr'Tr-^ty-24-7TfrfiT, 

(fio UTR-) 

squf 41 
urs *ft srar 

UrfefT cjj?% h 

rrrt ?f • 

6. *ff-- 

1 3 3-fr2TTIf 

i. >41 #rRW ur<r, 

.8, 3TiTo%o tqw, 

zjmf, 

24-Tvrm, 'Tf^r ^rmr i 

-Uff- 

7, 

-4fr 

2. 

tro<ffo STRTT, 

5To4o WvTT- 

2 4- t TTUfiT, 'TftUR #1 1 

-Rffr- 

8. -^fr- 

238-3PT2T 

r 4f fuffT <prc ms'msuTu, 
TTT STfr 3Toq-o vTPRT, 
f3FtT-^r%tT, To sfUFt ! 


9 . -wfr- 

-4fr- 

sft^rrd swk wire, 

Uir 3th: ^Toq-o uuuuf, 

S3 -O 

fdd l fivf?r4T, fifirUR" RUjVf | 


10. -Tft- 

239 -pferr 

«fi CTRTT5T Rt§15ff, 
mw WS, STo Uo- 
SRTTmT, fbtXTT TUfaRT, 

qftRRuwi 

-4ffr- 

11. 


sfi Rfbuf 4uur Rftrt, 

hid PlIvfsIMK, 

®To Po uerur, f^rr- 
^fwtrr, hfim uuT5T i 

-=tfr 

i2. -wr 

(STojfTo) 

-fr TT'TT uht unrct, 
ut=r 3ft? ?ToHfo mgfr, 
faRT p%qT,. 

TfiRR W1 

-Sift- 

13 -TfV 

24 3-|7T 

m UPPR? Uf elf, 

mw wmrrim, 

S3 ’ 

ZTo Wo %offo ?iTPftf, 

fRRT h 1 t'fv| i U ) 

UfyUTT UfiTaf 1 



‘jff° 76/ t To'?c-f^o *ro-/88] 

!TOK,?rwT ufusr 


ORDER 


O.N. 10—Whereas the Election Commission is satisfied that each of the contesting candidates specified 
in Column (4) of the Table below at the general election to West Bengal Legislative Assembly, 1987 as specified 
in column (2) and held from the constituency specified in column (3) against his name has failed to lodge an account 
of his election expenses or failed to lodge the account within the time and in the manner, as shown in column (5) 
of the said Table, required by the Representation of the People Act, 1951 and the Rules made thereunder; 
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And whereas the said candidates have either not furnished any reason, or explanation for the said failure even 
after due notice or the Election Commission, after considering the representations made by them, if any, is satisfied 
that they have no good reason ot justification for the said failure; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of section 10A of the said Act, the Election Commission hereby declares the 
persons specified in column (4) of the Table below to be disqualified for being chosen as, and for being a member 
of either House of the Pailiament or of the Legislative Assembly or Legislative Council of a State/Union Territory 
for a period of 3 years from the date of this order. 


TABLE 


SI. Particulars of election 

No. 

SI. No. and Name of 

Assembly 

Constituency 

Name and address of 
Contesting candidate 

Reasons for dis¬ 
qualification 

1 2 

3 

4 

5 

1. General Election to 

95-Basirhat 

Shii Tarani Singha 

Failed to lodge any 

West Bengal Legislative 


P.O. & Vill, Dhaltitha 

account of election 

Assembly, 1987 


Distt. North 24-Parganas 

West Bengal. 

expenses. 

2. —do— 

96-Hasnabad 

Shri Parameshwar Mondal, 
Vill. P.oypur, 

P.O. Choto Sehara, 

Distt. North 

24-Pargamas, 

West Bengal. 

—do- - 

3. —do— 

97-Haroa (SC) 

Shri Ram Krishna Sardar, 

P.O. & Vill. Dakshin, 
AkhratalS, 

Distt. North 

24-Parganas, 

West Bengal. 

—-do— 

4. —do— 

98-Sandesh Khali 
(SQ 

Shri Abhimanya Das, 

P.O. & Vill. Khulna, 

Distt. North 

24-Parganas, 

West Bengal. 

—do— 

5. —do— 

99-Hrngalganj (SC) 

Shri Ranjit Gayen 

P.O. & Vill, Hasnabad, 

Distt, North 24-Parganas, 
West Bengal. 

—do— 

6. —do— 

133-Titagarh 

1. Shri Dina Nath Sah, 

8 R.K Deb Path, 

Titagarh, Nurth 

24-Parganas, 

West Bengal. 

—do— 

1 

Q 

T 

—do— 

2. Shri Ashok Agarwal, 

A.P. Debi Bazar, 

P.O. Titagarh, 

North 24-Parganas, 

West Bengal. 

—do— 

8. —-do— 

238-Joypur 

Shri Mihir Kumar, 
Mukhopadhyay, 

Vill. & P.O. Lagda, 

Distt. Purulia, 

West Bengal. 

—do— 

S. —do— 

—do— 

Shri Hazari Prasad Rajwar, 
Vill. & P.O. Dumdumi, 

Distt. Purulia, 

West Bengal. 

—do— 




TTK-T W - ttWT 23. 19 SS,.Wt 3. 1303 


29 


[*Tur U— .5#S 3 (ill)] 

7 ' " ^ 2 __ -3 

10. GcTicr.il Election to West 239-Purulia 

Bengal Legislative As» ;nibl>. 

1987 

11 . —do— — Jo- 


12. —do— 241-Raclmnathjnir 

t'S O 


U —do— 243-Hura 


ni fa&rft, 7 TT-TUft, 1091 

srr<Brr 

wRiR n:—fatfsrr *rw>*r ft zmmn p 
»r*rr $ ft ?ft% wntfl % ft**t (2) Jr tmfafr- 
fw s?rt sm ferar^r mr % faq ftTHT. 

loss k wer ofr fcTfvr (3) >r faftftR FnftT-?TT 
q | 3 tr S, (4) faftke? pnfrpr 

TPj'd Wr *rvm«ff sfft sfafafaPT srfafm iuw 

rT«Tf grafts 9 RT<T ^ fftmt fflTT TPRT *TR°ft % W»V 

( 5 ) $ tpit softer ft Jr srqJr fa^fas? =Hrff *ft 
W trTftsnr fth it WTrsTt |; 


4 

5 

Sliri Tarapada iVInkhcrjcc. 

Failed to lodge any 

\dl Radi a 

account of ^lection 

P.O. Baminya 

Di-rr Purulia. 

West Bengal. 

expenses. 

Sliri Jamini Kanta Mahato, 
Vill. Lalbazar, 

P.O. Natua, 

B>istt. Purulia, 

West Bnigal. 

—do— 

Sliri Kala Sona Bauri, 

Vill. & P O. S.iaBin, 

Dual. Purulia. 

West Bengiil, 

—do — 

SlLri Ragluunbar Mahato. 

Vill. Shyamaluta, 

P.O. K.P. Rangadih, 

Distt. Farulia, 

West Bengal. 

—do— 


[No. 76/WB-LA/88] 
S.D. PER SHAD. Under Secy, 
•ftT TTT 3TVT'ff if WT WTT ftrr ,yr% qr vf> 
"v7rr firpETiT k frrrr irr rtt^f qrrrrar 3q-«nrr 
t7tt r)tt ftir | ?rr Ep;r Trwrrirrf tt 

trfi fif gr, Purnc ftt k <T^rr?r Pr'r.t srrtfPr 4 : 
4? Tmmrsr p tt: £ ft -j?ft <rm tr stwrorar k 
fticr W-\{ TOfa 4 >rc°T m sirrftfVw Vff $; 

wit: m, ft?m wFfti ttt wfatwr P -im 
10 -F '("' -if ^ id rrvt'rft % rtfr* ( 4 ) 

if ftfafec? arftj ft #rr;' $ ftrfr tfr k 
4 T fftft TFW W Pff.TR dll *)W pRTR qf«^ 
5> 44*4 ftr 4ft srYt ?it k fan, 3 ; a wrfa ft 
rrfftq- if Tfft ftf ft \ FTR-fj ft ftp fftrftr ftrfcR 

T'ThT ft 1 


TOTcft 

rto fnflWn iff ftfifrftwf ^@r ft ^ ftatrr fftftTT rr?^ 3r*3orf tit Ptt&tt «ft ht t »i 

q*r TUT TTtrT-'RTT 


1 2 ,3 

1 . <tttt R«f»r Ptopt ?pTr % frr^ HTyr- 84-?pTffm 
TTT ft5TW5T, 1985. 


r-ftpft WtRTTff §sfT, 
ft'TTT fRitt, 

(vTTTT !T$CT) 


PlT:?T*f nrrff TW 

Jwr -frftr k 

^TftTT^ftjTTI 


[Tfa 7S/T?oSio -far« W«t/S5(22)J 

STT^fT W 
fir?, 3RT rnwT 
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New Delhi, the 7th January, 1988 
ORDER 


O.N. 11.—'Whereas, the Election Commission is satisfied 
tied that the contesting candidate specified in column (4) 
of the Table below at the General Election to the Uttar 
Pradesh Legislate Assembly, 1985 specified in column (2) 
held from the 84-Saadila Assembly Constituency specified 
in column (3) against her name has failed to lodge the 
account of her election expenses as shown' in column (5) 
of the said Table, as required by the Representation of the 
People Act, 1951 and the Rules made thereunder; 


,/ id, whereas, the said candidate has either not furnished 
any reason or explanation for the said failure even after 
due notice of the Election Commission or after considering 
the representations made by her, if any, is satisfied that 
she has no good reason or justification for the said failure; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of Section 10A of the said 
Act, the Election Commission hereby declares the person 
specified in column (4) of the Table below to be disquali¬ 
fied for being chosen as, and for being, a member of either 
House cf the Parliament or of the Legislative Assembly or 
Legislative Counsil of a State for a period of 3 years from 
the date of this order. 


S Particulars of election 

No. 

1 '2 

1. General Election to the U.P. 
Legislative Assembly, 1985 


TABLE 

S. No. & Name of Name & address of the Reasons for dis^~ 

Constituency Contesting Candidate qualification 

3 4 ~ : 5 

Failed to lodge any 
account in the man¬ 
ner required by law. 


[No. 76/UP-LA/S5(22)] 
By Order, 

BALWANT SINGH, Under Secy, 


84 Sand da Smt, Somvati Devi, 

Begumganj, 

Poorvi Sandila, 
Distt. Hardoi, 

U.P. 


srf feuft, 8 198 8 


VERSUS 


3TToNo 12:--198 7 Tt N# No 3 

N NlTNTWK STS % TEC!'^ 12 

NTiJTC 19 8 7 % rpr sTEfi STfafafNcT 

ufufEnN, 1 9 5 1 f| ( l S 51 *RT 4 3) Tt NUT 106 % 
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[No 82/fraro-NtoNo/3/87] 


New Delhi,' the 8th January, 1988 


1. 

2 . 

3. 


6 . 


Anil Trayambakrao Kokil, Aged 
30 years, Occ. Journalist, R/o 
Sahyognagar, Nanded. 

Baburao Gangaram Gaikwad, Age 
38 years, Occ: Business, R/o 
Shivajinagar, Nanded. 

The Returnig Officer, 
Parliamentary Constituency, 
Nanded. 


Prakash Yesbwantrao Ambedkar, 
Age, 34 years, Occ.: Advocate, 
R/o Rajgrih, Hindu Colony, 
Dadar, Bombay. 


J ... Respondents 
[ (Respondents 

! Nos. 1 and 2— 
Orig. petitioners 
Nos. 1 and 2, 
Responden Nos. 
3 and 6 — 

1 Orig. Respon- 
j dents Nos.2 
i and 5). 

j 


O.N. 12. —In pursuance of section 106 of the Represen¬ 
tation of the People Act, 1951 (43 of 1951) the Election 
Commission hereby publishes the order of the High Court 
of Judicature Bombay Bench at Aurangabad dated 12th 
October, 1987 Election, Petition No. 3 of 1987. 

[No. 82|MT-HjPj3[87] 
By Order, 

T. C. SINGHAL, Under Secy. 

TN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE OF BOMBAY 
BENCH AT AURANGABAD 

Civil Application No. 1188 of 1987 
IN 

Election Petition No. 3 of 1987 

Ashok Shankarrao Chavan, 

Age 35 years, Occu : Business, 

R|o Shivajinagar, Nanded. Applicant (Orig. 

Respondent No. 1). 


Shri N, P. Chapalgaonkar, Advocate for the Applicant. 

SiShri Shivajirao Schindia and B. H. Gaikwad, Advoca¬ 
tes for Respondents 1 and 2. 

Shri K. C. Navandar, Advocate for Respondents 3 

SiShri V. G: Sakolkar, V. D. Gunale and S B. 
Baknya, Advocate for—Respondent No. 6. 

CORAM.—P. V. NIRGUDKAR. J. October 12, 1987 
JUDGEMENT : 

This Civil Application is filed in Election Petition raising 
question of limitation that the Election is barred bv the 
time. 

The above Election Petition has been filed by both the 
petitioners seeking declaration that Lok Sabha election of 
Respondent No. 1 Ashok Shankarrao Chavan as successful 
candidate be held void as he is guilty of corrupt practices. 
In this petition, issues are framed at Exhibit 19 and Issue 
No. 1 is whether this election petition is barred by limita¬ 
tion. 
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2. The jnuc arises in this way. Under section 81 of the 
Representation of the People Act, 1951, the election peti¬ 
tion questioning the election has to he presented to me 
High Court within 45 days from the date of election of 
the returned candidate that is to say from the result of 
the election. Here the result of the election of Loksabhu 
from Nanded Constituency has been declared on 23-3-1 987. 
The period of 45 days expired on 7th May 1987. Ac 
cording to the petitioners Summer Vacation for the High 
Court commenced from 4th May 1987 and the High Court 
reopened on 8th June, 1987 and as the present petition was 
filed on 8th June 1987, it is in time, 

3. Respondent No. 1 the successful candidate and the 
contesting defendant has a different version to offer. He 
contends that as the petition is not filed within 45 days, 
it ia obviously barred by time because Summer Vacation 
cannot be deducted as the Office of the High Court was 
open and the election petition could have been filed even 
in Summer Vacation. In support. High Court Notifica¬ 
tion dated 8-i.VI986, the material part of which is as 
under, is relied upon, 

“During the Summer and October Vacations the 
Officers on the Original Side will remain open daily 
from 11.00 a.m. to 4.15 p.m. except on Saturdays, 
Sundays and closed holidays. But no work except 
of an urgent character will be received after 
1.15 p.m. 

The Officers on the Appellate Side will also remain open 
daily from 11.00 a.m. to 4.15 p.m. except on 
Saturdays, Sundays and closed holidays during the 

'Summer ftnd October Vacations. The office will, 
however, remain closed for filing of Judicial matters, 
except the following ;— 

(a) Criminal cases, 

(h) Applications in Civil Cases seeking urgent t«- 
lief, and 

(c) Matters to which the provisions of section 4 of 
the Limitation Act, 1963, are not applicable.” 

4. ,Tbe"*' is another Notification No. 0/5338 dated 
2o-i 1-1985 which needs a mention. This Notification 
authorises the Additional Registrar, Aurangabad Bench to 
accept election petition. This Notification runs as under- 

The Honourable the Acting Chief Justice and Jutlces 
are pleased to make the following amendment in the Rules 
and Forms of the High Court of Judicature .gt Bombay 
(Original Side), 1980 

“4. Election Petitions arising from areas constituting 
Judicial District of Akola, Amravati, Bbandara. 
Buldana Ohandranur, Nagpur, Wardha and Yeot- 
mal, shall he presented either in person or by an 
Advocate duly authorised in that behalf by the 
party concerned to the Additional Rraistrar of the 
Nagnttr Bench or 1 o such other Officers as the 
'chi' 4 riditVinnl Rcg : «l _ ar may, by Reneral or spe¬ 
cial order issued fiom time to time appoint in this 
behalf Election Petitions arising from the areas 
con r Turing JucbYial Districts of Aurangabad. Bc"d, 
Jalntt, I.atur, Nanded, Osmanabad and Parbhani, 
shall be presented either in person or bv an Ad¬ 
vocate duly authorised in that behalf bv the party 
concerned to the Additional Registrar of the 
Aurangabad Bench or to such other Officer as the 
said Additional Registrar may by general or spe¬ 
cial order issued from time to time appoint in this 
behalf, ElecMon Petitions arising from the rests of 
the cases of the State of Maharashtra shall be 
presented to the Prothonotary and Senior Master, 
High Court, Bombay Or to such other Officer an 
the said Prothonotary and Senior Master, may by 
special or general orders pasted from time to time, 
appoint In this behalf.” 

5. The petitioners examined the Additional Registrar but 
the evidence is of no avail to the petitioner*. 

72 GI/M—2. 
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6 . These arc the conflicting stances taken by both the 
sides and whit we have to see is whether the Election Is 
in time. 

7. There is direct decision of the Supreme Court in 
Hukumdev Narain Yadav v. Lalit Narain Mishra, AJR 1974 
SC 480, wherein it is held that provisions of Section 4 
cannot be attracted in case of Election Petition. In Hnkum- 
dev’s case it is observed— 

“2. It may be mentioned that S. 80-A was added to the 
Act by the Amendment Act 47 of 1966, where- 
luuicr the High Court was given jurisdiction to try 
election petitions. This jurisdiction has to be exer¬ 
cised ordinarily by a Single Judge of that Court and 
the Chief Justice could from time to time assign 
->nc oi luuic Judges for that purpose. Section 81 
prescribed the period of 45 days from the date of 
the election of a relumed candidate within which 
an election petition calling in question any election 
on one or more grounds specified in sub-s, (1) of 
S. 100 and S. 101 has to be presented to the High 
Court. If the provisions of section 81 arc not 
complied with, S. 86 requires that the High Court 
shall dismiss the petition. There is no doubt that 
election petition in this case has been presented be¬ 
yond the period of 45 days and had necessarily to 
be dismissed. 

3. What we have to consider, however, is that whether 

having regard to the requirements of R. 6 and 7 
of the Rifles for the disposal of Election. Petitions 
framed by the Patna High Court, that an election 
petition should only be filed before a Judge of the 
High Court sitting in open Court, and it could not 
be filed on a Saturday when the Judges do not sit 
and hence the filing of that petition on Monday, 
March 20, 1972, Sunday being a holiday, is in time. 
Even if it be held that the filing of the petition was 
beyond the time piescribed in S. 81, it has further 
to be considered whether the provisions of S. 5 of 
the Limitation Act 36 of 1963 are applicable to 
such petitions and whether the petitioner has shown 
sufficient cause in the petition which has now been 
filed before this Court for not filing the petition In 
time to enable the Court to admit it after prescri¬ 
bed period. 

4. Three questions which require determination arc— 

•(1) Is the Court closed ori Saturday, when the Judges 
do not sit for the purposes either of S. 10 of the 
General Clauses Act, or S. 4 of the Limitation 

Act ? 

(2) By virtue of S. 29(2) of the Limitation Act, a,a 
the provisions of S. 4 to 24 of the said Act rp li- 
cable to election petitions 7 

(3) If they rue, and S. 5 of the Limitation Act is np- 

plica' Ic, do (he facts of (lie case warrant condo¬ 
nation of delay 7 

It is held that the petition could have been presented to 
the Registrar on Saturday. Thai no cause has been brorptht 
out whether S. 29(2) has been made applicable to an Eclction 
Petition. Section 81 of the Act, by virtue of which ei her 
Section 4,-5 or J2 of the Limitation Act bus been attracted, 
and so, in the result, election peririon has been he’d to be 
bRrred by limitation and appeal was ultimately d'amissed by 
Their Ixsrdshins of the Supreme Court. Here, there is no 
delay condonation application bm what we have to see is 
whether Section 4 of the T,imitation Act is applicable. Here, 
as the Office of the Additional Registrar was open during 
summer vacation, he was competent to accept Election Peti¬ 
tion. 

8 . Tt was first hinted on behalf of the Petitioners that 
the Additional Registrar was not competent to accept Elec¬ 
tion Petitions and it was only the Jude* of the High Court 
who ii empowered to do *o. However, when Respondent 
No. 1 has brought on record the Notification that the Elec¬ 
tion Petition can be pre-en’ed before the Additional Regis¬ 
trar, Aurangabad, then it was urged that the Additional Re- 
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gidtrar is competent to perform in Summer Vacation only 
administratise work and not judicial work and as there is 
no Court sitting during vacation, the Additional Registrar is 
not supposed to do any legal work or legal duties in Summer 
Vacation. So, it is further argued that the Election Petition 
tiled on 8lh June 1987 cannot be said to be barred by time, 
m view of lS. It) of the General Clauses Act. In support of 
this argument, strong reliance has been placed on the deci¬ 
sion of the Supreme Court in Had Shankar Tripathi v. Shiv 
Dai ‘ h and others (1976) I SCC 897. It was an appeal 
against the decision of Single Judge of Allahabad High Court 
who dismissed the Election Petition on the ground that it is 
haired by limitation under Sec, 86(1) read with 81(1) of 
The Representation of the People, Vet, 1951. Their Lord- 
chips of the Supreme Court followed the previous decision 
of the Supreme Court in Hukumdcv Narain Yadav v. Lalit 
Narnin Mishru that S. 4 and 5 of the Limitation Act do not 
apply to Election Petition. Taking into consideration the rules 
framed by Allahabad High Court. Their Lordships concluded 
as under— 

"in) By virtue o) the notification of the High Court 
approving the High Court calendar the legal posi- 
lion was that the summer vacation was deemed to 
be a closed holiday, If, therefore, the period of 
limitation, under Section 81 of the Representation 
of the People Act expired on June 14, 1974 which 
being a closed holiday right upto July 7, 1974, 

then Section 10 of die General Clauses \cl would 
apply in terms and the appellant would be fully 
justified in tiling Ihe petlfion on July 8, 1974 when 
the Court reopened after the slimmer vacation. 

(h) Distinction must be made between the opening of 
ihe Court and opening of the office. While the 
coui'i may be closed, the office may remain open for 
for conducling ministerial business or administrative 
work. If rhe Registrar was empowered to receive 
election petitions lie would he exercising judicial 
power which cannot be done while the court was 
observing a closed holiday. The relevant rules of 
the High Court required the placing of the petition 
immediately before the Chief Justice for reference 
to the Bench concerned and the assignment of a 
judge. This could not be done when the court was 
observing a closed holiday, The presentation before 
the Registrar us required by Rule 3 of the afore¬ 
said rules must bo a logal presentation and not a 
physical presentation. 

Rule 10 of Chapter V of Ihe Allahabad High Couri 
Rules nowhere empowers the Registrar to cnleitain 
or to receive an election petition. Rule 3 of Chap¬ 
ter I again applies only to such cases where the 
period of limitation is prescribed by ihe High Court 
Rules. 

Also the term "public holiday" referred to in Section 2 
(IKh) of ihe Representation of the People Act has 
nothing to do with any admlnisrntive function exer¬ 
cised by the High Court but refers onlv to such 
contingencies as are mentioned in the conduct of 
the actual clcctionxs under the provisions of the 
Representation of the People Act. 

Hence as the period of limitation expired during Ihe 
summer vacation which whs a closed holiday the 
appellant was fully justified in filing the election 
petition on the reopening day of the High Court." 

Tt is thus clear that Summer Vacation is treated as closed 
holidays so far ns Allahabad High Court is concerned and 
Registrar is not empowered lo receive Election Petition. 
These aic two different aspect from our case. Third im¬ 
portant aspect is that rule 4 lays down that after the office 
report etc. is complete the petition shall he laid forthwith 
before the Chief Justice for reference to the Bench con¬ 
cerned, and the Supreme Court has help! .that the Registrar 
has to lake legal steps, namely, the placing of the petition 
immediately before the Chief Justice for reference, to the 
Bench concerned and the assignment of a judge. This again 
is a different and important aspect of Allahabad High Court 


rule (Rule No, 4), In our case, there is no sucji duty cast 
upon the Additional Registrar because here is the Bench 
of the High Court and there is no Chief Justice available and 
there is no rule that the Additional Registrar should put the 
matter before the Chief Justice or the Senior Judge imme¬ 
diately. In my view, therefore, decision of the Supreme Court 
m I lari Shankar Tripathi’s case is not applicable to the 
lacis of (he present case, 

9. On this topic the decision of Kerala High Court in 
Dr. K. k. Mohamad Koya v. P. M. Sayecd, AIR 1977 
Kerala 160 can also he cited. Tn the above case, it is ob¬ 
served as under — 

“It has been the practice of the Courts in Keiala Slate 
inclusive of the High Court m treat ihe summer 
vacation as a period during which the courts re¬ 
main closed except with regard to the functioning 
of a vacation judge nominated by the Chief Justice 
in accordance with Section 8 of the High Court 
Act, It canuol be said that there was no closing 
of the High Court as such during the summer 
vacation. 

In exercise of the powers confcircd by .sub-section (2) 
of Section 80A of the Representation of the People 
Acl 195] the Chief Justice of the High Couri of 
Kerala nominated one judge of ihe High Couri lo 
Lty eiecion petitions. The Judge so nominated did 
not function at any lime. 

Since the period of limitation of 45 days expired dm mg 
the currency of the vacation the petitioner hnd_, 
time till the reopening date lo tile the petition. 
Thus Ihe election petition filed on the reopening 
date cannot be said to be barred by limitation." 

Whai is to be borne in mind is that die rules of Kerala 
High Court appe-ar to be that summer 'mention should be 
ireated as closed holidays. In other words, this case is akin 
to Hari Shankar Tripathi’s case (1976) 1 SCC 897. Ax summer 
vacation has been treated as closed holidays, period is na¬ 
turally extended as the ludge nominated by the Chief Justice 
did not work m lire vacation. In our State in 
summer vacation the Courts are noi closed but 
ip view of the above two Notifications only ihe judicial work 
is closed and lor some purpose always the Vacation Judges 
are appointed. As pointed out above, the Additional Regis¬ 
trar is empowered to accept Election Petition. 

10. There is decision of Mysore High Court in P. 
Naranappa v. Shanke- Alva and Others, AIR 1973 My*. 78. 

In that case, the period of limitation for filing Flection Peti¬ 
tion expired when the High Court was closed for vacation. 

It has been held that as Section 5 is not applicable, petition 
filed beyond the limilation prescribed in 5. 81 of the Act 
would be liable lo be dismissed in accordance with the pro¬ 
visions of S. 85 of the Act, The decision of our High Court 
in Ashok Shankar Gholup v. Krishnarao H. Deshmukh and 
another, AIR 1980 BOM 224 can also he cited. In that 
case Election Petition was filed on the last day of limita¬ 
tion but the copies were supplied on the next day and objec¬ 
tions were also removed on lhat day, Tt was held that there 

was non- compliance of .Section 81(3) and the election peti¬ 

tion was liable to be dismissed under section 86, 

11. Before reaching final conclusion, it is ncccs-iry to refer 
to some more decisions to which a reference has licet) made 
bv Shri Sakolkar. The first decision is Harinder Singh v. 

S. KarnaiJ Singh and Others, AIR 1957 SC 271. This deci¬ 
sion lays down that the object of Section 10 (of General 
Clauses’ Act} is to enable a person to do what he could have 
done on a holiday on the next working day and the act 
should be considered to have been done within the period of 
limitation., There cannot he any dispute so far ns his pro¬ 
position is concerned and it is w'ell settled. The condition 
precedent is that the period should he prescribed and ihe 
period should expire on a holiday. Here, we have to re¬ 
member that summer vacation cannot be treated us holidays. 
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12. The second decision which Shri Sakolkar wanted me 
to accept is the principle enunciated in Vidyachatan Shukla v. 
Khubchand Baghel and others, AlR i964 SC 1099. Inviting 
my attention to paragraph 22, Shri Sakolkur pointed out the 
following passage of Dixit, C.J. in AIR 1961 Mudhs Pih. 75— - 

“A special law may provide a period of limitation and 
schedule I may omit to do so. Nonetheless the 

special law would he different from the Limitation 
Act. Section 29(2) ot the Limitation Act is not very 
happily worded. It must he construed as to avoid 
absurdity. The expression “a period ot limitation 
different from the period piescuhed therefor by the 
first schedule” occurring in S. 29(2) cannot be con¬ 
strued as meaning that schedule 1 must also positi¬ 
vely prescribe the period of limitation. Such a con¬ 
struction would not be in accordance with the in¬ 
tention of the l egislature and would lead to an ab¬ 
surdity. ’’ 

13. In view of decision in il976) 1 SCC 697 it can easily 
be said that Section 4 and 5 cannot he applicable lo Election 
Petition in view of Section 29(2) of Ihe limitation Act. Their 
Lordships were considering paiticulur provisions of appeal 
and uot provisions of the Representation of the People Act 
in this case. 

14. The Iasi case lo which il is necvssaiy lo advcil In is 
decision in D. P. Mishra v. Kumal Nnraynn .Sharnia and 
another, AIR 1970 SC. 1477. Here, Shri Sakolkur hns invited 
my attention to the following passage—■ 

'■The right to appeal against the order of a liibunal is 
conferred by S. 116\ of the Representa'ion of tire 


People Act, 1951. ihe Act provides a special period 
of limitation different from the period of limitation 
prescribed by Art, 116 of the limitation Act, 1963, 
for an appeal to the High Court tinder tire Code ot 
Civil Procedure from any decree or order. But the 
expression “under the Code of Civil Procedure" in 
Art.I 116 of the limitation Act means an appeal 
governed by the Code of Civil Procedure, and by 
virtue of S, IlfiA (2) the procedure with icspect to 
an appeal from an order to the liibunal. By value 
of Section 29(2) of the Limitation Act, Ss. 4 and 12 
thereof apply amt if the appeal is tiled on the dale 
on which the Court ic-opcns .iftcr the iccoss it will 
he regarded rt s within time if the period of limita- 
iion. ahei taking into account the time tequisite 
for obtaining a certified copy, had expired during 
the course of the leccsn." 

Il is difficult to understand how ihe passage is of ativ help to 
Shri Sakolkar or to the petitioners to save limitation. In the 
above case, I heir Lordships interpreted S.1I6A of the Limi¬ 
tation Act and il is held that hy virtue of S, 29(2) of the 
Limitation Act, 5. 4 and 12 apply. However, the latter deci¬ 
sion of the Supreme Cotta clearly stale that Section 4 and 
5 do not apply lo The Representation of the People 
Act, 195). 

15. I hits, on close und caiefttl analysis of the legal posi¬ 
tion obtainable and touched above, 1 am of the litm opinion 
that the present Election Petition is barred by time and it 
is liable to be dismissed. Civil Application is allowed and in 
effect the Election Petition is distressed. 1, however, older that 
in the circumstances of the case, parties should be left to 
bear their respective costs. 
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